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Sir: 

This is an appeal from an Office Action dated August 6, 2007 in which claims 1 and 
4-22 were finally rejected. 

REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 
Inventor Hari Hara Kumar Venkatachalam is the real party in interest. 

RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 
There are no known related appeals or interferences which will directly affect or be 
directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in this appeal. 

STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

I. Total number of claims in the application. 

Claims in the application are: 1-22 

II. Status of all the claims. 

A. Claims cancelled: 2 and 3 

B. Claims withdrawn but not cancelled: 

C. Claims pending: 1 and 4-22 

D. Claims allowed: 
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E. Claims rejected: 1 and 4-22 

F. Claims Objected to: 
HI. Claims on appeal 

The claims on appeal are: 1 and 4-22 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 
Claim amendments in an Amendment After Final, which was filed on October 5, 
2007, were entered by the Examiner as indicated in an Advisory Action that was mailed on October 
22, 2007. 

SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 
Independent claim 1 is directed to a pair of data-specs (10 of FIG. 1-1) that 
includes a pair of spectacles (12 Of FIG. 1-1; page 3, lines 12-13 of the specification) adapted to 
be worn on the face of a person, the pair of spectacles having a first lens and a second lens (22 
and 24 of FIG. 1-1; lines 19-20 of the specification). A projection unit (14 of FIG. 1, lines 12-13 
of the specification) is coupled to the spectacles. The projection unit is adapted to display data 
received from an information source (52 of FIG. 2; page 5, lines 23-26 of the specification). The 
first lens and the second lens are independent of the projection unit, the projection unit is 
structurally and functionally application-independent, and the data that the projection unit is 
adapted to display includes data from a computer or video from a television set (page 3, lines 23- 
28 of the specification). 

Independent claim 18, which is similar to independent claim 1, is directed to a 
method of forming a wearable device that displays data from an information source. The method 
includes providing a pair of spectacles adapted to be worn on the face of a person (102 of FIG. 4; 
page 8, lines 9-11), the pair of spectacles having a first lens and a second lens (22 and 24 of FIG. 
1-1; page 3, lines 19-20 of the specification), and coupling a projection unit to the pair of 
spectacles, the projection unit is adapted to display data received from an information source 
(104 of FIG. 4; page 8, lines 12-15 of the specification). The first lens and the second lens are 
independent of the projection unit, the projection unit is structurally and functionally application- 
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independent, and the data that the projection unit is adapted to display includes data from a 
computer or video from a television set (page 3, lines 23-28 of the specification). 

Separately argued dependent claim 21 includes controller (40 of FIG. 1-3) is 
adapted to provide a shutdown control signal to the receiver when motion detected by the motion 
sensor (38 of FIG. 1-3) is found to be above a predetermined threshold (page 5, lines 3-7 of the 
specification). 

Separately argued dependent claim 22 includes controller (40 of FIG. 1-3) is 
adapted to provide a startup control signal to the receiver when motion detected by the motion 
sensor (38 of FIG. 1-3) is found to be below a predetermined threshold (page 5, lines 7-11 of the 
specification). 

GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

Claims 1, 5-6, 8-13, 15-16 and 18-20 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) based on 
Yasukawa et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,320,559 in view of Schoolman, U.S. Patent No. 5,281,957 
and further in view of Mann, U.S. Patent No. 6,307,526. 

Claim 7 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based on Yasukawa in view of 
Schoolman, in view of Mann and further in view of Preston, U.S. Patent No. 6,094,283. 

Claim 14 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based on Yasukawa and 
Schoolman, in view of Mann, and further in view of Hon et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,072,209. 

Claim 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based on Yasukawa in view of Schoolman, in 
view of Mann, and further in view of Kato et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,497,170. 

Claims 4 and 21-22 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based on Yasukawa in view of 
Schoolman and Mann and further in view of Barkan, U.S. Patent No. 5,656,804. 

ARGUMENT 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. 
First, there must be some suggestion or motivation either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to 
combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, 
the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all of the claim 



limitations . InreVaeck , 20 U.S.P.Q.2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991); M.P.E.P. §2143. 

Under these criteria, the final Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness of claims 1 and 4-22 based on the cited prior art. 
I. CLAIMS 1, 5-6, 8-13, 15-16 AND 18-20 

Claims 1, 5-6, 8-13, 15-16 and 18-20 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) based on Yasukawa et 
al., U.S. Patent No. 6,320,559 in view of Schoolman, U.S. Patent No. 5,281,957 and further in view 
of Mann, U.S. Patent No. 6,307,526. 

Claim 1 includes "a pair of spectacles adapted to be worn on the face of a person, the 
pair of spectacles having a first lens and a second lens; and a projection unit ." (Emphasis Added.) 

Appellant respectfully points out that "projection" is a phenomenon that is outward of 
something. (See attached definitions for projection in the Evidence Appendix.) Further, "unit" is 
defined as a single undivided whole. (See attached definitions for unit in the Evidence Appendix.) 
Thus, by definition, and in the context of the specification, a "Projection Unit" is a single device 
that projects/displays an image outside of itself (for example, on a wall (see page 3, line 26, of the 
specification)). None of the cited references, taken individually or in combination, show or suggest 
a "Projection Unit." 

In Yasukawa, Schoolman, and Mann, any device worn by the user includes a physical 
display component for the user to see an image that is within the physical display component, 
which is contrary to a "Projection Unit." 

In summary, none of the cited references, taken individually or in combination, teach or 
suggest "a pair of spectacles adapted to be worn on the face of a person, the pair of spectacles 
having a first lens and a second lens; and a projection unit," as required by claim 1. Therefore, 
claim 1 is non-obvious and allowable over the cited art. 

Independent claim 18 has elements similar to that of independent claim 1. Thus, for the 
same reasons as independent claim 1, Appellant submits that independent claim 18 is allowable as 
well. Moreover, Appellant respectfully submits that the dependent claims 5-6, 8-13, 15-16 and 19- 
20 are also allowable at least by virtue of their dependency, either directly or indirectly, from the 
allowable independent claims. 
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E. CLAIM 7 

Claim 7 was rejected under § 103(a) based on Yasukawa in view of Schoolman, in view 
of Mann and further in view of Preston, U.S. Patent No. 6,094,283. 

Claim 7 ultimately depends from claim 1, which, for reasons provided above, is 
believed to be allowable over Yasukawa, Schoolman and Mann. Preston does not overcome the 
deficiencies of Yasukawa, Schoolman and Mann and therefore claim 7 is believed to be allowable 
at least by virtue of its dependency from allowable claim 1. 
m. CLAIM 14 

Claim 14 was rejected under § 103(a) based on Yasukawa and Schoolman, in view of 
Mann, and further in view of Hori et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,072,209. 

Claim 14 ultimately depends from claim 1, which, for reasons provided above, is 
believed to be allowable over Yasukawa, Schoolman and Mann. Hori does not overcome the 
deficiencies of Yasukawa, Schoolman and Mann and therefore claim 14 is believed to be allowable 
at least by virtue of its dependency from allowable claim 1. 

IV. CLAIM 17 

Claim 17 was under § 103(a) based on Yasukawa in view of Schoolman, in view of 
Mann, and further in view of Kato et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,497,170. 

Claim 17 ultimately depends from claim 1, which, for reasons provided above, is 
believed to be allowable over Yasukawa, Schoolman and Mann. Kato does not overcome the 
deficiencies of Yasukawa, Schoolman and Mann and therefore claim 17 is believed to be allowable 
at least by virtue of its dependency from allowable claim 1. 

V. CLAIM 4 

Claims 4 was rejected under § 103(a) based on Yasukawa in view of Schoolman and 
Mann and further in view of Barkan, U.S. Patent No. 5,656,804. 

Claim 4 depends from claim 1, which, for reasons provided above, is believed to be 
allowable over Yasukawa, Schoolman and Mann. Barkan does not overcome the deficiencies of 
Yasukawa, Schoolman and Mann and therefore claim 4 is believed to be allowable at least by virtue 
of its dependency from allowable claim 1. 
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VI. CLAIMS 21 and 22 

Claims 21-22 were rejected under § 103(a) based on Yasukawa in view of Schoolman 
and Mann and further in view of Barkan, U.S. Patent No. 5,656,804. 

Claim 21 includes "the controller is adapted to provide a shutdown control signal to the 
receiver when motion detected by the motion sensor is found to be above a predetermined 
threshold," and claim 22 includes "the controller is adapted to provide a startup control signal to the 
receiver when motion detected by the motion sensor is found to be below a predetermined 
threshold." 

The Office Action suggests that Barkan (column 11, lines 20-35) shows the above 
elements of claims 21 and 22. Appellant disagrees for the following reasons. 

The cited language of Barkan (column 1 1, lines 20-35) describes specific components 
of Barkan' s automatic activation mechanism. However, the immediately preceding section of 
Barkan (column 11, lines 10-20) describes the essence of the activation mechanism, which is a 
mechanism for automatically turning "off a terminal when the terminal is stationary , and 
automatically turning the terminal "on," when it is moved . Column 11, lines 10-20 of Barkan are 
included below. 

Referring now to FIG. 5C, a technique for turning the 
terminal, or selected components within the terminal, on and off is 
disclosed. The technique can be implemented by employing a 
motion or acceleration detecting mechanism in the terminal. Thus, a 
terminal can be designed such that whenever the terminal is laid 
down on, for example, a counter or table top, the terminal 
automatically turns itself "off", as previously described, and when 
the unit is sub sequentially picked up, motion is detected and used to 
activate or automatically turn "on", i.e. activate, the terminal. 

The above language of Barkan is contrary to the requirements of claim 21, and claim 22. 
Thus, claims 21 and 22 are believed to be allowable. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons discussed above, Appellant respectfully submits that claims 1 and 
4-22 are neither taught nor suggested by the references cited by the Examiner. Thus, Appellant 



respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner and find all pending claims allowable. 

The Director is authorized to charge any fee deficiency required by this paper or credit 
any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 23-1 123. 



Respectfully submitted, 

WESTMAN, CHAMPLIN & KELLY, PA. 



By: /AlanG. Rego/ 

Alan G. Rego, Reg. No. 45,956 
900 Second Avenue South, Suite 1400 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402-3319 
Phone:(612) 334-3222 Fax:(612) 334-3312 
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Claims Appendix 

1. A pair of data-specs comprising: 

a pair of spectacles adapted to be worn on the face of a person, the pair of spectacles 

having a first lens and a second lens; and 
a projection unit coupled to the spectacles, the projection unit adapted to display data 

received from an information source, 
wherein the first lens and the second lens are independent of the projection unit, and 
wherein the projection unit is structurally and functionally application- 
independent, and 

wherein the data that the projection unit is adapted to display includes data from a 
computer or video from a television set. 

2-3. (Cancelled). 

4. The data-specs of claim 1 further comprising a motion sensor and a controller, the controller is 
adapted to receive an input from the motion sensor and to responsively disable or enable a receiver 
of the projection unit. 

5. The data-specs of claim 1 wherein the projection unit is capable of wired communication with 
the information source. 

6. The data-specs of claim 1 wherein the projection unit is capable of wireless communication with 
the information source. 

7. The data-specs of claim 1 wherein an aspect ratio of the data displayed by the projection unit is 
4:3. 

8. The data- specs of claim 1 wherein the projection unit is adapted to display data, received from 
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the information source, on a virtual screen. 

9. The data-specs of claim 1 wherein a size of the virtual screen is a function of a focal length of a 
line of the projection unit. 

10. The data-specs of claim 8 wherein a size of the virtual screen is a function of a size of an image- 
forming display panel of the projection unit. 

11. The data-specs of claim 1 wherein the projection unit is configured to possess a resolution of at 
least 640 x 480 pixels. 

12. The data-specs of claim 1 wherein the projection unit is battery powered. 

13. The data-specs of claim 1 wherein the projection unit is configured to receive power from the 
information source. 

14. The data-specs of claim 1 wherein the projection unit is solar powered. 

15. The data-specs of claim 1 wherein the projection unit is adapted to receive data from a 
transmitter that is integral with the information source. 

16. The data-specs of claim 1 wherein the projection unit is adapted to receive data from a 
transmitter that is separate from the information source. 

17. The data-specs of claim 1 further comprising a heat deflector. 

18. A method of forming a wearable device that displays data from an information source, the 
method comprising: 
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providing a pair of spectacles adapted to be worn on the face of a person, the pair of 

spectacles having a first lens and a second lens; and 
coupling a projection unit to the pair of spectacles, the projection unit adapted to display 

data received from an information source, 
wherein the first lens and the second lens are independent of the projection unit, and 
wherein the projection unit is structurally and functionally application- 
independent, and 

wherein the data that the projection unit is adapted to display includes data from a 
computer or video from a television set. 

19. The method of claim 18 wherein the projection unit is capable of wired communication with the 
information source. 

20. The method of claim 18 wherein the projection unit is capable of wireless communication with 
the information source. 

21. The data-specs of claim 4 wherein the controller is adapted to provide a shutdown control signal 
to the receiver when motion detected by the motion sensor is found to be above a predetermined 
threshold. 

22. The data-specs of claim 4 wherein the controller is adapted to provide a startup control signal 
to the receiver when motion detected by the motion sensor is found to be below a predetermined 
threshold. 
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Evidence Appendix 

The following definitions were presented in an Amendment After Final that was 
filed on October 5, 2007. 
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Related Proceedings Appendix 
There are no known related appeals or interferences which will directly affect or be 
directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in this appeal. 



